














































California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page  7-719

 

Response to Public Hearing Comments, Los Angeles, June 23, 2004 (Comment PH-LA-2001-2012) 

PH-LA2001-1 through PH-LA2001-4 
Please see standard response 6.23.1. 

PH-LA2002-1 
Please see standard response 6.3.1. 

PH-LA2003-1 
Please refer to Response 6.3.1.  Please also see standard response 
2.35.1 in regards to locations for maintenance facilities. 

PH-LA2004-1 
Please see standard response 6.3.1. 

PH-LA2004-2 
Potential agricultural impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 
Agricultural Lands of the Program EIR/EIS.  The objective of 
maximizing the use of existing transportation corridors and rights-of-
way to the extent feasible serves to minimize potential agricultural 
impacts and impacts on the natural environment.  New corridor 
alignments and outlying station concepts throughout the Central 
Valley were eliminated primarily as a result of potential impacts on 
agricultural lands and natural resources, high potential for severance 
impacts, and the potential to contribute to development and sprawl 
and to increase development pressure on agricultural lands. 

PH-LA2005-1 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 1.1.33. 

PH-LA2005-2 
Please see standard response 2.35.1. 

PH-LA2005-3 
Acknowledged.  Please see standard response 1.1.33. 

PH-LA2006-1 
Acknowledged.  HST fare assumptions were made in order to 
develop ridership and revenue forecasts as part of the Authority’s 
June 2000 Business Plan (see Business Plan for more details on fare 
assumptions).  Actual HST fares have not been determined yet, but 
will need to be competitive with other modes of transportation. 

PH-LA2006-2 
Please see standard response 2.35.1 and standard response 2.18.1.  
Please see standard response 6.3.1. 

PH-LA2006-3 
Acknowledged.  HST fare assumptions were made in order to 
develop ridership and revenue forecasts as part of the Authority’s 
June 2000 Business Plan (see Business Plan for more details on fare 
assumptions).  Actual HST fares have not been determined yet, but 
will need to be competitive with other modes of transportation. 

PH-LA2007-1 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2007-2 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2008-1 
Acknowledged. 
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PH-LA2009-1 
See standard responses 3.12.1 and 10.1.14. 

The archaeological reports and studies for this project, 
Paloentological Resources Technical Evaluation and Cultural 
Resources Technical Evaluation technical reports (January 2004) for 
the Los Angeles to San Diego via Inland Empire region are available 
on the Authority’s website (www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov) along with 
the other technical reports for the Los Angeles to San Diego via 
Inland Empire region and the other four regions investigated.  These 
two technical reports were mailed to the Pechanga Indian 
Reservation care of John Macarro (July 23, 2004). 

This program-level environmental process was done at a conceptual 
level of detail and relied upon existing available data for cultural 
resources.  There was no field review or testing for cultural 
resources.  Should the HST project move forward, field review and 
testing would be required as part of more detailed project-specific 
analysis.  In particular, the Authority will coordinate with the 
Pechanga Tribe regarding avoidance of the Exeava’Temeku village 
(located just west of the I-15/I-79 interchange).  As part of this 
program-level process, the co-lead agencies initiated consultation 
with the Native American Heritage Commission for a search of their 
Sacred Lands file and lists of Native American contacts.  The Native 
American contacts were sent letters providing information about the 
proposed project alternatives and requesting information about any 
traditional cultural properties that could be affected by the project.  
Authority staff also met with tribal representatives in a series of 
three Native American Outreach Workshops during the fall of 2003 
(Frazier Park, San Luis Recreation Area, and Temecula Community 
Center).  Following the release of the Draft Program EIR/EIS, two 
additional workshops were held (March 24, 2004, at the San Luis 
Recreation Area; and April 14, 2004, at UC-Riverside), led by the co-
lead agencies’ staff.   

The co-lead agencies will continue to work with the Pechanga Tribe 
in all subsequent phases of planning and construction of the HST 
system should the HST project move forward.  The co-lead agencies 
also will work with the Pechanga Tribe as well as other interested 
and/or potentially impacted tribes to develop appropriate mitigation 
measures.  

PH-LA2009-2 
Please see standard response 3.12.2. 

PH-LA2010-1 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2010-2 
Please see standard response 2.35.1. 

PH-LA2010-3 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Please also see standard 
response 2.35.1 in regards to the location of maintenance facilities. 

PH-LA2010-4 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2010-5 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2011-1, -3, and -4 
The primary goal of the Program EIR/EIS Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
analysis was the identification of Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources on 
or near the proposed HST and Modal Alternative alignment options, 
and analysis of the relative potential for impact of the alternatives on 
these resources.  If the HST project moves forward, potential 
alignment variations which can avoid or reduce potential impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures would be identified in subsequent 
project-level environmental reviews. 
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The Draft Program EIR/EIS identifies “55 to 85 Section 4(f) 
properties affected,” which includes area within 150 ft [46 m] on 
each side of alignment centerline.  While this number of 4(f) 
properties may appear large, it must be considered in the context of 
a proposed HST system that would extend for more than 700 miles  
and this figure includes city parks, playgrounds, golf courses, 
recreation centers, sports complexes, duck ponds, etc., as well as 
state parks.  The goal of maximizing the use of existing 
transportation corridors and right-of-way to the extent feasible to 
minimize potential environmental impacts (including impacts to 4[f] 
and 6[f] resources) is part of the purpose and need for the proposed 
HST system.   

A considerable number of comments have been received regarding 
potential impacts to the Taylor Yard and Cornfield properties owned 
by California State Parks.  There were only two alignment options 
identified as practicable between Sylmar and Los Angeles in this 
program environmental process:  the MTA/Metrolink; and the I-
5/Metrolink.  The MTA/Metrolink alignment would potentially impact 
the periphery of Taylor Yard property, whereas the I-5/Metrolink 
alignment would bisect the Cornfield property.  Taylor Yard and the 
Cornfield site were not identified in the Section 4(f) analysis (public 
parks and recreation) of the Draft Program EIR/EIS because at the 
time of the analysis in 2002, neither site was identified as an existing 
or future park in the sources reviewed for the analysis.  However, 
since that time, the California Department of Parks and Recreation 
has initiated general plans for these two facilities.    

The MTA/Metrolink corridor is an existing rail corridor used by 
Metrolink commuter services and Amtrak intercity services.  Use of 
the MTA/Metrolink corridor offers opportunities to mitigate potential 
HST impacts (e.g. by putting the alignment underground, on aerial 
structure, or by aligning it away from sensitive resources).  The HST 
current design for the Draft Program EIR/EIS assumes that the HST 
alignment would be along San Fernando Road adjacent to Taylor 
Yards (primarily to avoid curves).  Keeping the MTA/Metrolink design 
option along the existing Metrolink right-of-way around the Taylor 
Yards area should also be considered in future studies.  In contrast 

the I-5/Metrolink alignment option would bisect the Cornfield 
property with a new, at-grade alignment.  Constructing the I-
5/Metrolink alignment underground through the Cornfield property 
would not be practical because of the need to transition to an aerial 
structure to serve the LAUS HST station site.    

The MTA/Metrolink option would have fewer potential impacts to 
local and regional parks than the Combined I-5/Metrolink option and 
was selected as the preferred option by the co-lead agencies.  The 
Combined I-5/Metrolink alignment option has the potential to impact 
Griffith Park, Elysian Park and the Cornfield property.  The Combined 
I-5/Metrolink route would also potentially impact slightly more 
biological resources than the MTA/Metrolink route.   

The preferred alignment and station locations identified by the co-
lead agencies, greatly minimizes the potential impacts on California’s 
parklands at the program-level.  For example, in the Bay Area to 
Merced region, the Hayward Line to I-880, which avoids Don 
Edwards National Wildlife Preserve, was identified as the preferred 
alignment between Oakland and San Jose.  Also further study has 
been recommended before a preferred alignment is identified for the 
northern mountain crossing of the proposed HST system, and 
alignments  through or under Henry Coe State Park are not to be 
included in that further investigation.   The SR-58/Soledad Canyon 
Corridor alignment (Antelope Valley), which avoids major parks 
(such as the Angeles and Los Padres National Forests, Fort Tejon 
Historical Park, and Pyramid Lake) is identified as the preferred 
alignment between Bakersfield and Sylmar, and between Sylmar and 
Los Angeles, the MTA/Metrolink that avoids Elysian Park is identified 
as the preferred option.  In addition, between Burbank and Los 
Angeles Union Station, the MTA/Metrolink refers to a relatively wide 
corridor within which alignment variations will be studied at the 
project level.  Please also see standard response 6.24.2. 
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PH-LA2011-2, -5, and -6 
Please see standard response 5.2.3 for issues related to potential 
impacts to housing, schools, infrastructure and water supply.  Also, it 
is important to note that the timeframe (year 2035) considered in 
the growth inducement and indirect impact analysis is well beyond 
the planning horizon of any currently available General Plan, and as 
such it is not possible to make non-speculative, specific conclusions 
about potential impacts related to housing and land use.  To the 
extent that information was available, a generalized analysis of land 
use and community compatibility was presented in Section 5.4.6.  

Planning for water supply and other utilities to serve new 
development would be the responsibility of local government with 
land use authority in coordination with utility providers. 

PH-LA2011-7 
See standard response 3.15.3 and see added Section 3.18 providing 
discussion of potential impacts from construction activities for a 
proposed HST system.  Also more detailed analysis would be 
provided in project-level environmental reviews, should a decision be 
made to proceed with development of a proposed HST system. 

PH-LA2012-1 
Acknowledged.  The year 2020 is used for the Authority’s ridership 
and revenue projections for the “forecast” year.  Under this 
assumption, the entire system (Bay Area, Sacramento, Central 
Valley, Los Angeles, San Diego) would be completed in 2016 and 
have over three years of operations to build ridership.  Under this 
scenario, segments of the statewide system (for example Bay Area 
to Los Angeles) could begin operations prior to 2016.  The Authority 
developed an Implementation Plan which includes an updated 
schedule for implementing the statewide HST system.  Financing for 
the construction of a HST system in California and for carrying out 
the project specific environmental studies needed for construction 
have not been established.  Previous estimates by the Authority 
concluded that once financing was established, it would take 8 to 10 
years to complete the work (environmental review, right-of-way 

acquisition, construction, start-up/testing, etc.) needed to begin HST 
operations.     

PH-LA2012-2 
Please see standard response 2.10.3 regarding the consideration and 
rejection of Maglev technology.  Please see standard response 
2.12.2 in response to your comment that steel-wheel-on-steel-rail 
technology is “outdated by 50 years.” 

In regards to the potential maximum speeds of Maglev, the FRA’s 
Maglev Deployment Program supports the development of a system 
capable of operating speeds of 240 mph (385 km/hr).  This is the 
maximum speed of the Shanghai Maglev airport connecter line that 
uses the Transrapid Maglev technology and is also the maximum 
speed that had been proposed for a Transrapid Berlin-Hamburg 
intercity Maglev line in Germany.  Central Japan Railways and 
Transrapid claim potential maximum operating speeds of 310 mph 
(500 km/hr)—these are the only potential Maglev technologies that 
have demonstrated high-speed operations in revenue service or on 
full-scale test facilities.    

The HST Alternative would have a “fully grade-separated guideway” 
(2.6.4 Performance Criteria) which is imperative for safety and 
reliability; this applies to steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology as well 
as for Maglev technology.  Aerial structures can be used for both 
technologies at about the same cost in California.   

Alignment options (either the LOSSAN rail corridor or Interstate 5) 
for dedicated HST service from San Diego through Orange County 
were considered and rejected.  In regards to the LOSSAN rail 
corridor, Section 2.6.8 (H) states, “after review of the work of the 
Commission, recent technical reports, and comment received during 
scoping and in the screening process, the Authority and FRA 
determined to study an upgraded LOSSAN corridor to provide higher 
operating speeds but rejected a dedicated high-speed system for this 
area.  The high level of existing passenger rail, extensive existing rail 
infrastructure, and mixed rail traffic operations on this corridor, 
along with the limited existing right-of-way and sensitive coastal 
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resources, make a dedicated electrified HST service infeasible for 
this corridor at this time.” (Draft Program EIR/EIS, page 2-40)  
Section 2.6.9 Alternative Alignment and Station Options Considered 
in Screening Evaluation describes the rationale behind the 
elimination of the I-5 corridor from further investigation between Los 
Angeles and San Diego.  This option was found to be impracticable 
because of extremely constrained right-of-way in the corridor and 
high construction impacts. 

PH-LA2012-3 
Acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter PH-LA2013 
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Response to Comments of Congressman Dennis Cardoza, 18th Congressional District, California, June 23, 2004 
(Letter PH-LA2013) 

PH-LA2013-1 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2013-2 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2013-3 
Please see standard response 2.35.1. 

PH-LA2013-4 
Acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments 

 

 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 7-726

 

Comment Letter PH-LA2014 
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Response to Comments of Calvin Lee, June 23, 2004 (Letter PH-LA2014) 

PH-LA2014-1 
Acknowledged. 

PH-LA2014-2 
Please see standard response 6.23.1. 
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